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General Information About This Document

What’s in this document?
This document, Volume II, is an appendix to the Final Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Assessment with Finding of No Significant Impact contained in
Volume I. This document contains written comments received during the Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment public comment period
from May 21, 2005 to July 7, 2005, and responses to those comments. This document
also contains the contents of, and responses to, verbal comments transcribed by the
court reporter during the Public Hearing on June 23, 2005. 

How was the draft document made available for comments?
Copies of the document were sent to the parties listed on the distribution list and also
to individuals and agencies that requested a copy. The document was also made
available for public review at local libraries in both Salinas and Prunedale, at the
office of the Transportation Agency for Monterey County, the Caltrans District Office
in San Luis Obispo, and on the project website at
www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/prunedale/index.htm. A Public Notice was published to
announce the availability of the draft document, where it could be obtained, and
whom to contact with questions. The Public Notice also announced the public hearing
for June 23, 2005. The Public Notice was published in the following papers: The
Salinas Californian (Saturday, May 21, 2005 and Monday, June 13, 2005) and The
Monterey County Herald (Saturday, May 21,2005; Tuesday, May 31, 2005; and
Monday, June 13, 2005). 

For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document is available in Braille, large print, on
audiocassette, or computer disk. To obtain a copy in one of these alternate formats, please
call or write to Caltrans, Attn: Kristen Merriman, 2015 East Shields, Suite 100, Fresno, CA
93726; 559-243-8178 Voice, or use the California Relay Service TTY number, 1-800-735-
2929.

http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/prunedale/index.htm
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Introduction
This document contains all the comments received between May 21, 2005 and July 7,
2005 on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment. Written
comments were submitted as emails, letters, and comment cards. Verbal comments made
to the Panel or privately were transcribed by the court reporter during the Public Hearing.

Responses to multiple comments made by the same individual/s in different formats or at
different times are made together. Except for comments contained in the court reporter
transcript, the responses immediately follow the comment/s. If comments were
numbered, the responses are identified in the same way. Otherwise, lengthy responses are
organized with descriptive headings. 

Comments received from public agencies generally suggested corrections or expansions
to the draft environmental document to more adequately address their areas of
responsibility, such as cumulative impacts to wetlands and special-status species,
airborne particulate matter, impacts to farmland, increased travel distance for emergency
vehicles, etc. 

Private individuals also suggested corrections or expansions to the environmental
document, but more often requested changes to, or detailed information about, the
proposed project design. Out-of-direction travel was a concern for a number of
individuals. Also mentioned were concerns about noise, increased traffic on local roads,
and using funds that would be better saved for a project that could alleviate congestion.
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Response: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
(EPA)

Scope of Action 
The proposed Route 101 Prunedale Improvement Project would not constrain the Federal
Highway Administration in analyzing all reasonable alternatives for a future Route 101
Prunedale Freeway Project, nor would this current project prejudice selection of a least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative. The improvements proposed by the
Prunedale Improvement Project would be compatible with a six-lane widening of the
existing Route 101, or with a new Route 101 “bypass” alignment that was proposed as
part of the Prunedale Freeway Project.

Should funding become available for the freeway project, an environmental document
would be required under the National Environmental Policy Act that would analyze a full
range of alternatives.

Cumulative Impacts
It is recognized that cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time. The analysis done is
commensurate with the level of project impacts. While derived from the Prunedale
Freeway Project, this project seeks only to improve safety and operations. It is a stand-
alone project, has independent utility, and does not add highway capacity.

After a review of the cumulative impacts to natural resources for the Prunedale
Improvement Project as described in the draft environmental document, it was
determined that the cumulative impacts are individually and collectively minor (with
consideration of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions). A summary of
that review has been added to Section 3.19 of the final environmental document.

Construction Emissions
Construction emissions are temporary. Caltrans would take all minimization measures
that are listed in the Caltrans Standard Specifications to reduce particulate emissions, PM
2.5. Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District does not currently require a
formal fugitive dust control plan in the Monterey area unless encounters with ultramific
rock or other naturally occurring asbestos are anticipated, which is not the case.
Therefore, if a formal fugitive dust control plan is required in 2009 when construction
begins, the contractor will be required to comply and follow the necessary measures. 
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Currently there are no laws or regulations that would permit Caltrans or the Federal
Highway Administration to mandate alternative fuels or require fine-tuning of diesel
fueled vehicles, or to ban the use of older equipment. 

The contractor will be required to consult with the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution
Control District should non-typical equipment such as portable generators or grinders be
proposed for use.
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received June 3, 2005
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Response: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Application for Corps authorization will be made to your San Francisco District Office
once the design is finalized.
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Response: California Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
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None required

Comment: California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
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Response: California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 

Appropriate contract language requiring the Contractor to follow all state and federal
quarantine regulations restricting the removal, movement, or use of plants susceptible to
diseases and infections such as Sudden Oak Death, Pine Pitch Canker, and others, will be
included in the project specifications and special provisions. The specifications will: 

1. Describe the detailed sanitation practices necessary and all vegetation disposal
restrictions.

2. Require appropriate protections for plants to remain (e.g. infected plants would not be
allowed to be used as mulch, etc).

3. Require inspection certificates and clearances from the County Agricultural
Commissioner, as required by law, before any new plants are delivered from outside
the county to the project site to protect the region from potential contamination and
the spread of Sudden Oak Death or other diseases and pests. 

New plants will be required to be grown in nurseries that have been inspected by the
State Department of Food and Agriculture. In addition, notes from the District Landscape
Architect, as well as brochures provided by the California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection and other agencies, will be included in the official Resident Engineer's
Project File so that this issue is also verbally reviewed and discussed during the Pre-Job
Meeting with the Contractor. This helps assure that the Contractor and his or her
employees and subcontractors have a clear understanding of the problem and its
remedies. Caltrans Project Inspectors will be responsible for seeing that the Contractor
adheres to all restrictions and precautions. 
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Comment: California Department of Fish and Game in letter
received June 15, 2005
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Response: Department of Fish and Game

Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts for biological resources in the final environmental document have
been consolidated in Section 3.19 of Volume I. All impacts to Central Maritime
Chaparral and Coast Live Oak Woodland, as well as other biological impacts, will be
mitigated offsite through the Elkhorn Slough Foundation at agreed upon ratios. Onsite
revegetation with oaks and riparian species where appropriate will be made in addition to
the offsite work and will not be “counted” as part of the mitigation package. Discussion
of mitigation was modified in Sections 3.13.4, 3.14.4, and 3.15.4 of the final
environmental document.

Offsite Mitigation
It is proposed that all mitigation for permanent impacts to listed plant and animal species,
wetlands, other waters of the United States, oaks, and maritime chaparral be
accomplished offsite in cooperation with the Elkhorn Slough Foundation. The
Foundation, in its effort to preserve and restore the watershed of Elkhorn Slough, has
targeted specific properties in its plan to recover the watershed via easement acquisitions
or outright purchase. The Elkhorn Slough Foundation properties are located in close
proximity to the Prunedale Improvement Project and offsite mitigation in cooperation
with the Foundation will provide mitigation for project impacts that would otherwise be
mitigated within isolated areas of land located within the Caltrans right-of-way.

The proposed all-in-one mitigation package would be designed with input from the
California Department of Fish and Game, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the
United States Army Corps of Engineers, the Elkhorn Slough Foundation, and Caltrans.
The goal of the mitigation package will be to ensure that project construction results in a
less than significant impact to biological resources and no net-loss for wetlands.

Caltrans has informally consulted with these agencies regarding the offsite mitigation
proposal and has obtained unanimous support.

Onsite Mitigation
Preliminary calculations show 15 hectares (37 acres) to be available within the Caltrans
right-of-way for mitigation purposes. That 15-hectare (37-acre) total, however, is split
into 11 separate areas (the largest being 2.5 hectares [6.2 acres]) with reduced quality
soils in cut or on fill. Compensation for impacts to biological resources and wetlands
within the right-of-way is deemed as inferior to the offsite mitigation discussed above. 
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Minimization measures within the right-of-way would be limited to vegetation
restoration.

Biological Opinion
A Biological Opinion has been issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and enclosed
in Volume I as Appendix F. 

1602 Streambed Alteration Permit 
It is acknowledged that a 1602 Streambed Alteration Permit would be required. This is
included in the list of “Permits and Approvals Needed” on the last page in Chapter 2,
Alternatives of Volume I. 

Distribution List
The distribution list has been updated to include the Department of Fish and Game
Office, Central Coast Region, Post Office Box 47, Yountville, California 94599. 
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Response: Department of Conservation-Division of Land
Resource Protection

Project Impact on Agricultural Land
The Farmland Conversion Impact Rating System used by the Natural Resources
Conservation Service is the one adopted by the Federal Highway Administration to
evaluate farmland impacts; and is the functional equivalent of the Land Evaluation and
Site Assessment model. Use of the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment model is only a
recommendation under the California Environmental Quality Act; it is not required for
land evaluation and site assessment. The U.S. Department of Agriculture Farmland
Conversion Impact Rating Form 1006 was completed and submitted to the Natural
Resource Conservation Service.

Section 3.3 in Volume I was modified to include discussion of potential cumulative
impacts to farmland. Farmland impacts are not substantial. A total of 37.64 hectares (93
acres) of farmland would be converted directly from current use to transportation use by
this proposed project. The federal Farmland Conversion Impact Rating score is below
160. Scores over 160 require mitigation consideration. The acreage to be converted
represents 0.0001 percent of the total county farmland.

Williamson Act Lands
Section 3.3 Farmlands/Agricultural Lands has been modified to include additional
discussion of the Williamson Act contract land and analysis of the premature termination
of the involved contracts in terms of public investment. The partial acquisition from
parcels under Williamson Act contract will not reduce any parcel below the minimum
size required to remain under contract. As suggested, a map has been included. Acreage
indicated in the draft document (5 parcels) was incorrect; this has been corrected in
Section 3.3 of the final environmental document.

Notification will be made to the Director of the Department of Conservation, with the
necessary data, once we have project approval and it appears this land will be converted
and taken out of Williamson Act Contract. In addition, notification will be submitted
within 10 working days of acquisition.
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Response: City of Salinas

Page 47 
Section 3.2.3 of the final environmental document has been changed to include the
location of an 853-unit residential development in relation to the intersection of Boronda
Road and Route 101. At this time it would be inappropriate to include a statement
regarding the level of impact to Route 101, since that level is presently unknown. 

Page 70
Caltrans proposes to texture all soundwalls, retaining walls, and road/bridge structures
with the simulated fieldstone texture that was developed specifically to create a unified
aesthetic theme in the Prunedale community. The texture has already been incorporated
in the retaining wall on Route 101 between Reese Circle and Pesante Road; and on the
new structures at the Route 101/156 interchange. Vines and shrubs will be planted on and
in front of walls. Shrubs and trees will be planted adjacent to Route 101. An anti-graffiti
coating will also be applied to walls to aid in any needed graffiti removal until those
plants have matured to a deterrent size. This anti-graffiti coating is only protective per
application, it has to be reapplied when any graffiti is removed, since the coating will
wash off with it. 
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Comment: North County Fire Protection District of Monterey
County in letter received July 2, 2005
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Response: North County Fire Protection District

A meeting was held with the North County Fire Protection District (District) and the
California Highway Patrol on September 24, 2003 to discuss concerns emergency service
providers anticipated with the proposed Prunedale Improvement Project. At that time,
Caltrans understood the District to favor the proposed elimination of all left turns across
Route 101 and the greater safety that would provide. Until receipt of the District’s
comments on the draft environmental document, Caltrans understood the District to have
concluded that any increase in response times due to out-of-direction travel would be
balanced by fewer delays crossing heavy highway traffic and safer travel for emergency
vehicles. 

Caltrans met with the Fire District again on July 22, 2005 and will continue to coordinate
with the District to address its concerns. 

The final environmental document has been changed to reflect the North County Fire
Protection District’s statements regarding impacts to emergency services.
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letter received July 7, 2005
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Response: Monterey County Department of Public Works

Caltrans agrees that the Prunedale Improvement Project, when implemented, would
increase traffic on Harrison Road. On the basis of our analysis however, Harrison Road
would accommodate both redirected traffic resulting from this project, as well as
additional future traffic from the proposed Rancho San Juan. Discussion on this topic has
been added to Section 3.6.3 of Volume I of this final environmental document.

Caltrans and the Monterey County Department of Public Works, as members of the
project development team, have evaluated which local road improvements are necessary
to the successful delivery of the Prunedale Improvement Project. Limited funding has
forced the project development team to adhere to the original scope of the project as
much as possible, although elements considered necessary by the team have been added
throughout the process. At this point, no additional funding is available to add
improvements to Harrison Road.
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Comment: Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District in
letter received July 15, 2005
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Response: Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District

Consistency Determination/Conformity Determination
As of June 15, 2005, Monterey Bay region is no longer subject to air quality conformity
determinations. Although the draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Assessment text was incorrect, the 2005 Monterey County Regional Transportation Plan
was not required to have air quality conformity findings, even in May 2005 when the
draft was published. Those findings were reserved for both the Monterey Bay region
Metropolitan Transportation Plan and Metropolitan Transportation Improvement
Program, which, by subset, includes Monterey County projects. The most recent finding
of air quality conformity made by the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments
was for the 2005 Metropolitan Transportation Plan adopted June 8, 2005 and submitted to
the Federal Highway Administration and the Federal Transit Administration later that
month for their information. This proposed project is included in that plan.

VOC and Nox Emissions 
Currently no equipment other than typical equipment (dump trucks, scrappers,
bulldozers, compactors, and front-end loaders) is expected to be used. The District will be
consulted regarding emissions (ozone) from non-typical equipment (grinders and portable
equipment).

Mitigation Measures
Comment noted.

P.6. Future Traffic and Operational Conditions
It is our understanding that the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District
shares responsibility with the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments for air
quality planning for Monterey, Santa Cruz, and San Benito counties. Page 6 and Section
3.11.3 of Volume I have been clarified to reflect that understanding.

PP. 90-91. Section 3.11.1: Regulatory Setting
Suggested changes were made to Section 3.11 Air Quality.

P. 92 Table 3-7 Air Quality
Suggested changes were made to Section 3.11 Air Quality.

P.93 Section 3.11.3 Impacts
Suggested changes were made to Section 3.11 Air Quality.
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Construction or Alteration of Facility within ¼ Mile of School
This notification is not required because Section 21151.4 of the Public Resources Code is
not applicable. Section 21151.4 applies to a project emitting hazardous air emissions, or
handling an extremely hazardous substance or mixture containing extremely hazardous
substances in a quantity equal to or greater than the state threshold quantity specified
pursuant to subdivision (j) of Section 25532 of the Health and Safety Code. Section
25532 is part of the State Hazardous Substance Account Act, which is related to the
management of hazardous waste, not air toxins.

 For air toxins (such as diesel emissions) to be subject to Section 21151.4, thresholds
must be established and included in Section 25532 of the Health and Safety Code.
Without those established thresholds, diesel risk assessments cannot be conducted. The
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has yet to establish air quality standards or
guidelines for assessing the project level effects of mobile air toxins. Such limitations
make the study of mobile air toxic concentrations, exposures, and health impacts difficult
and uncertain, especially on a quantitative basis. Caltrans does recognize the Air
District’s concern for potential exposure of sensitive receptors to diesel exhaust during
construction. Additional text discussing this topic has been added to the final
environmental document in the Air Quality section. 

An operational Hot Spot project level analysis is not required since the project is located
in an area of Attainment/Unclassified for the federal carbon monoxide standard and
Unclassified for the federal particulate matter (PM2.5) standard. At present there is no
legislation or adopted regulations requiring conditions on construction equipment. 

Prior to construction, planned to begin May 2009, public outreach is planned to notify the
community/schools/general public of the anticipated delays, noise, staging of
construction, work areas, and other components of construction planned to continue
through May 2012. The schools that are within the general project area will be notified
along with the rest of the property owners and businesses in the area. 

Page 93
Suggested changes were made to Section 3.11 Air Quality.

Page 94
Suggested changes were made to Section 3.11 Air Quality.

Impacts of mobile source emissions
This statement is not appropriate to include in the document since no project level ozone
analysis has been conducted. Analysis is not possible. 
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Comment: Francis Duda in email received May 21, 2005
Response: Francis Duda
As you clearly recognize, funding for the larger Prunedale Freeway Project is a
challenge. The Prunedale Freeway Project, which includes the bypass as an alternative,
has not been abandoned and has been identified as the next phase of improvements to
Route 101 in the Prunedale area.
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Comment: Pat McCabe in email received June 9, 2005
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Response: Pat McCabe 

Correction to response sent 6/14/05 (displayed above): Local road improvements such
as you suggest (developing Wild Horse Road to go from Crazy Horse Road to Vierra
Canyon Road) would need to be handled by Monterey County Department of Public
Works.
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Comment: Howard Harris in email received June 22, 2005
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Response: Howard Harris

The traffic model does not show a substantial increase in traffic on Echo Valley Road in
the vicinity of Route 101. Traffic on Echo Valley is currently much higher west of Tustin
Road than to the east. Because the Crazy Horse interchange will provide an alternate
route for residents to get onto Route 101 without using San Miguel Road, traffic may
actually decrease on Echo Valley Road near San Miguel Road.

You should contact the County to ask about any improvements planned near the
intersection of San Miguel Road and Echo Valley Road.
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sponse: Robert Wesenberg 
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A letter was mailed to you on August 11, 2005 with project information and background.
The letter stated that mapping would be sent when you were able to provide a specific
property or area of interest.

Com
200
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ment: Carlos Ramos on Comment Card received June 23,
5
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Response: Carlos Ramos 

Your approval of the Prunedale Improvement Project is noted. A copy of the traffic study
was mailed to you.
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Comment: Dean and Barbara Sims on note in Comment Card
received June 23, 2005

Response: Dean and Barbara Sims 

The Victoria Lane access to Route 101 will remain open.
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Comment: Michael and Rosalinda McNamara on Comment Cards
received June 23, 2005
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Response: Michael and Rosalinda McNamara 

Several years ago Caltrans was asked not to open traffic on Oak Heights Drive (a private
road) to the general public. Consistent with that position of maintaining privacy, while
also fulfilling emergency services needs, Caltrans’ staff designed a new, gated access
road connecting Shady Drive and Oak Heights Drive with Echo Valley Road, available
for emergency purposes and personnel only. To make this road available to residential
traffic, as you suggest, would require another residential relocation and additional
impacts to other residents, and the roadway would serve only a limited number of people
on Shady and Oak Heights drives. The additional impact and cost would not constitute
the greatest public good with the least private injury and would, therefore, not be
justified. 

Yes, out-of-direction travel would be required for travelers leaving the Oak Heights area
to go northbound on Route 101. Southbound traffic would drive on Moro to Tustin Road
(approximately 1 mile) and access Route 101 without out-of-direction travel. If headed
northbound on Route 101, travelers would drive south on Moro Road to the San Miguel
Canyon interchange to enter northbound Route 101, or use Tustin to enter southbound
traffic on Route 101 and exit at the San Miguel Canyon interchange to reverse direction.
This would be approximately 4 miles of out-of-direction travel—2 miles to access San
Miguel via Moro and 2 miles back north on Route 101 to reach the point of origin.

The Moro Road extension would require a portion of your parcel at 19027 Oak Heights
Drive (125-341-026). At this time it looks as if the proposed right-of-way line for the
extension, but not the pavement, would just touch your house. 

The map you requested was mailed on August 31, 2005.
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Response: Heller Chappel 

Your concern about safety near the “Red Barn” is noted. Throughout the Route 101
corridor there are areas where need for improvement has been identified; this is one such
location. A proposed interchange between Dunbarton Road and the San Benito county
line is currently in the planning stage. As funding becomes available, projects will be
developed to address those needs.



Comments from Private Individuals

Pruneda

Comment: Mary Arnold on Comment Card received June 23,
2005

Resp
Signag
Specifi
time. W
many o
le Improvement Project 45

onse: Mary Arnold 
e will be determined towards the end of the final design phase (Project
cation and Estimates). Your suggestion will be taken into consideration at that
idening Prunedale South is unfortunately outside the scope of this project, as are

ther excellent suggestions for local road improvements.
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In a phone conversation on August 23, 2005, Skip Cole clarified the statement “they have
a road already.” He was referring to the private cul-de-sac coming south off Pesante Road
(Morning Mist Way) just east of where Pollock Lane connects with Pesante Road, which
could be used in combination with the new road through the empty field to connect to
Cross Road. He indicated this may reduce impacts and save taxpayer money. 

Response: Skip Long

The location of the Pollock Lane extension was established to do the following:

� Provide Orchard Lane traffic access out of what is proposed to be a dead end street
(cul-de-sac near Route 101).

� Line-up with the existing Pollock Lane to provide one intersection at Pesante Road
rather than two. 

� Minimize costs and impacts to natural resources and residents. 

To use Morning Mist Way for the first segment of this road alignment would require  the
following to be done: 
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� Morning Mist be widened to meet county standards, impacting homes on one side or
both sides. 

� Orchard Lane and Cross Road be extended further east to reach this alignment. 

In the end, it is unlikely that any savings would be achieved.
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Comment: Nina Draper Taylor on Comment Card received June
23, 2005
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Response: Nina Draper Taylor:

A primary purpose of this project is to improve safety, in part by reducing the number of
at-grade intersections with Route 101. Eliminating or reducing direct access to the state
highway often requires a frontage road. Realigning Main Street would impact additional
buildings (residential and commercial), more so than the current design. The current build
alternative allows local traffic to cross east-west on Russell/Espinosa unimpeded by the
highway traffic, and, at the new interchange, it allows highway traffic to enter and exit
unimpeded by local west-east traffic circulation.

The placement of the new interchange was not to facilitate access to Rancho San Juan or
any other proposed future development in the area. Various interchange placements and
configurations were evaluated early in the project development process and found to be
more costly and/or have greater impacts than the current design. The build alternative
was designed to minimize impacts and construction costs while maximizing the overall
traffic operations for Route 101 and the local circulation system.



Comments from Private Invididuals

50 Prunedale Improvement Project

Comment: Nancy T. Edgin on Comment Card received June 23,
2005
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Comment: Richard Lange on Comment Card received June 23,
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ap you requested was mailed on August 11, 2005.
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Response to Ruth L. Perlman

There are no plans to acquire property from your parcel at this time. The only planned
work near your property would be placement of median barrier and it is highly unlikely
that any future design changes would affect your parcel 133-022-004.
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Response: Robin Lee 

1. We understand that you are not in favor of soundwalls due to the change in view and
the maintenance requirements, but we are required to consider noise abatement at
locations where the noise decibel increase is predicted to exceed the noise abatement
criteria. For additional explanation see Section 3.12 Noise in Volume I of the
environmental document.

2. Thank you for your support for access consolidation and support of the proposed
Elkhorn Slough mitigation.

3. Limited funding constrains the ability to construct additional local access roads. 
4. Your comment that the new interchange may provide relief to congestion at Boronda

is noted.
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Comments: Ray Schmitt on Comment Card, and to court
reporter at Public Hearing, both June 23, 2005
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Response: Ray Schmitt 

Out-of-direction travel is an aspect and impact of the proposed safety improvements.
Limiting highway access where possible, and eliminating left turns by restricting
movements to right-in, right-out only, reduces both the number of accidents and the
severity of them. 

Messick Road access to and from Route 101 after the Prunedale Improvement Project is
completed would be as follows:

� From Messick Road to northbound Route 101 and from northbound Route 101 to
Messick Road access would be unchanged. 

� From Messick Road to southbound Route 101 would require traveling north 2 miles
on Route 101 to the Crazy Horse Canyon Road interchange, crossing east over the
highway, and returning two miles southbound past Messick Road to your destination
(approximately four miles of out-of-direction travel). 

� From southbound Route 101 to Messick Road would require exiting at the San
Miguel Canyon Road interchange, turning left and east over the highway, looping
back, and returning north to Messick Road (less than one mile out-of-direction
travel). 

Commercial development on Messick Road is included in Table 3.1 in Volume I.
Language specifically naming Messick Road as a location for commercial and light
industrial development has been added to Section 3.1 in the final environmental
document.
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esponse to C.C. Smith:

A map was mailed to you on August 11, 2005.
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Comment: Serafin Lemus on Comment Card received June 23,
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Response: Serafin Lemus 

All property owners will be paid fair market value for the property purchased. An
appraisal will compare the subject property to similar properties on the market at the
time. You will also receive other assistance with relocating in as equivalent a home and
general location as possible. 
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Comment: Richard Moeller on Comment Card and addressed to
Panel at the Public Hearing, both received June 23, 2005
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Response: Richard Moeller 

Your concerns are noted. Acceleration and/or deceleration lanes are not currently planned
at Beatrice Lane, but a project to widen the shoulders to a standard eight feet is being
considered. If approved, that work would follow construction of the Prunedale
Improvement Project and would offer a safer recovery area than the current shoulder.
Mention was made to Caltrans Maintenance to be attentive to the brush at Beatrice and
Route 101.
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Comment: Irene and Paul Costa on Comment Card received
June 23, 2005

Re
Prunedale Improvement Project

sponse: Irene and Paul Costa 

The map you requested was mailed on August 11.
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Comment: Debbie Carter and Philip Tucker in letter received
June 27, 2005 
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Response: Debbie Carter and Philip Tucker 

It is clear that you believe Caltrans made commitments regarding Echo Valley Road
access and new private gates. There seems to be some miscommunication on this issue.
Caltrans understood from meetings several years ago that residents did not want Oak
Heights Drive (a private road) open to the general public. Consistent with that position,
Caltrans designed a new, gated access road to connect Shady Drive and Oak Heights
Drive with Echo Valley Road for emergency vehicles and personnel only. This
connection will not be used by either visitors or residents of the Oak Heights area and,
therefore, will not bring through traffic into the neighborhood. 

Yes, your access to Route 101 will be less convenient than it was before. Consistent with
the project philosophy that safer access to Route 101 is a higher priority than convenient
access, your access to Route 101 should be safer than it was before. Many other
neighborhoods within the Prunedale Improvement Project limits will experience out-of-
direction travel when the project is completed. These locations include, but are not
limited to, Mallory Canyon, Oak Estates Drive, Moro Circle, Linda Vista Place, Tustin
Road, Messick Road, Pesante Road, Pollock Lane, Orchard Lane, White Road, and
Martines Road. 

Southbound traffic from Oak Heights would drive on Moro to Tustin Road
(approximately 1 mile) and access Route 101without out-of-direction travel. If headed
northbound on Route 101, travelers would drive south on Moro Road to the San Miguel
Canyon interchange to enter northbound Route 101, or use Tustin to enter southbound
traffic on Route 101 and exit at the San Miguel Canyon interchange to reverse direction.
This would be approximately 4 miles of out-of-direction travel—2 miles to access San
Miguel via Moro and 2 miles back north on Route 101 to reach the point of origin.

The map you requested was mailed on August 22, 2005. 
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Response: Carol Villagran 

Yes, the Prunedale Improvement Project does include an overcrossing just south of the
existing Blackie/Reese and Route 101 intersection, and a cul-de-sac of Orchard Lane.
Traffic would access Route 101 via a new Pollock Lane extension that will connect
Pesante Road to Cross Road. 

The map you requested was mailed to you on July 1, 2005 indicating that parcel 125-021-
002 would not be impacted directly by this proposed project. If you provide the address
or assessor’s parcel number of the other parcel you are interested in, then we can provide
further information. 
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Comment: Gaye Ragan in email received June 24, 2005
Response: Gaye Ragan 

Your support for both the Prunedale Improvement Project and a future Prunedale
Freeway Project is noted.

Comment: Kathryn Meyers in an email received June 15, 2005
Prunedale Improvement Project 69

Response: Kathryn Meyers 

Your support for the Prunedale Improvement Project is noted.
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Response: Sig Matt 

Figures 2-8 and 2-9
Closing and consolidating at-grade access (local roads and driveways) to Route 101 is
designed to improve safety by limiting the number of locations where broadside
collisions can occur with high-speed traffic. Making it safe for local residents to move in
and out of their community is the primary purpose of the Prunedale Improvement Project;
some inconvenience may be part of the cost of saving lives. 

The residents of Oak Heights will experience out-of-direction travel with the Moro Road
closure. Residents in other neighborhoods throughout the project area will experience
out-of-direction travel as a result of other closures. Although Moro Road does not have
ideal roadway geometry, it is expected to be able to accommodate the redirected traffic.
Southbound traffic from Oak Heights would drive on Moro to Tustin Road
(approximately 1 mile) and access Route 101without out-of-direction travel. If headed
northbound on Route 101, travelers would drive south on Moro Road to the San Miguel
Canyon interchange to enter northbound Route 101, or use Tustin to enter southbound
traffic on Route 101 and exit at the San Miguel Canyon interchange to reverse direction.
This would be approximately 4 miles of out-of-direction travel—2 miles to access San
Miguel via Moro and 2 miles back north on Route 101 to reach the point of origin.

Taxpayer money is being used for this project, but no local measure funds.

Page 120-122 
The Monterey dusky-footed woodrat is considered a sensitive species under both federal
and state law. Those laws require Caltrans to determine if the proposed project will have
impacts to any sensitive species, independent of the value that species may hold in the
eye of the public. If it is determined that the project will have impacts that cannot be
avoided, then Caltrans is required to mitigate for the harm that results.

Figure 2-9
The exact boundaries of the emergency access road will be developed during final design
and will be ready for discussion at that time. If your private well is impacted by the
proposed emergency access road, you will be compensated during the acquisition
process.
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Figure 2-7
The southbound left-turn lane on the San Miguel Road off-ramp will provide access for
Route 101 southbound motorists to reach Messick Road and Mallory Canyon Road, as
direct access from southbound left-turn lanes on Route 101 will no longer be allowed. An
additional lane will be provided on the northbound off-ramp to San Miguel Road to
accommodate the vehicles stopped at the new traffic signal.

To reduce the potential for back up along the northbound off-ramp, the structure across
Route 101 and San Miguel Canyon Road would be widened one additional lane.
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Response: John T. Menold 

Your comment that the Prunedale Improvement Project will help, but more is needed is
noted. Unfortunately, the funding is not presently available to address congestion relief
with either a bypass or widening of the existing highway. If the $265 million for the
Prunedale Improvement Project were to be saved for a future freeway, we would be
neglecting to respond to urgent safety concerns for an indefinite period of time, which is
not acceptable. 

Comment: Elaine and Robert B. Richelieu in email received June
27, 2005 and addressed to Panel at the Public Hearing June 23,
2005.
76 Prunedale Improvement Project
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Response: Elaine and Robert B. Richelieu 

Your comments of support for the Prunedale Improvement Project and recognition that
safer, if less convenient, access to Route 101 will result, are noted.

Billboards 
Billboards are not permitted within Caltrans right-of-way, and they are not permitted
adjacent to our right-of-way in areas that are officially classified as “Landscaped
Freeway,” nor adjacent to a Scenic Highway. Signs constructed on private property
adjacent to our right-of-way are subject to State approval through the Outdoor
Advertising Division under Encroachment Permits, and to local zoning and building
ordinances.

Projects within the freeway right-of-way that include planting designed and administered
by Caltrans, or planting that is locally funded and administered, or projects done by
permit or cooperative agreement, can all be designated “Landscaped Freeway.” The
Prunedale Improvement Project is not currently classified as a Landscaped Freeway. The
San Miguel interchange area, however, is being reviewed for classification and is
expected to be listed. When the three new interchanges of the Prunedale Improvement
Project are landscaped they will also be submitted for review and are likely to meet the
classification criteria as well.

Should you wish to pursue this further, you may check that all existing billboards have
up-to-date permits and are in compliance with Outdoor Advertising Display regulations
and local ordinances. 
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esponse: Lynda and Charlie Kamrath

our recognition of the improved safety on Route 101 resulting from installation of the
roposed median barrier is noted.

he new road and gate connecting Shady Drive and Echo Valley is for emergency
ehicles only. No residents will be able to use this road to access any part of the Oak
eights community. No connection road between Oak Heights and Marjorie Road is
lanned as part of this project. You should be able to access your property, however,
irectly from the new Moro Road extension.

onstruction is anticipated to begin in spring of 2009, but the specific staging of each
lement of the project will be determined during final design. That information will be
osted on the website as it becomes available.
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Response: Susie and Matt Reggiardo

The parcels owned by John and Mary-Ann Pereira to which you refer (125-251-003, 125-
251-002, 125-261-003, and 125-261-007) are outside the limits of the Prunedale
Improvement Project. Your comments, however, and the information you provided was
forwarded to Don Webster from Caltrans Maintenance. Should you require a direct
contact, the Maintenance Supervisor for the area, Steve Phillips, can be reached at (831)
783-3012, cell phone (831) 206-4950.
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Comment: Dr. Kevin Herring, D.D.S. in letter received June 28,
2005 and addressed to Panel at the Public Hearing
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Response: Dr. Kevin Herring, D.D.S.

Your general opposition to the Prunedale Improvement Project and concern that it would
not solve all the problems is noted. In response to your specific concerns:

1. Yes, fire trucks from the Pesante Road station will have out-of-direction travel that
may increase response time to some areas of their district. Caltrans is working with
the North County Fire Protection District of Monterey County to minimize those
increases as much as possible (see our response to comments from the North County
Fire Protection District). 

2. Shoulders on Pollock and Cross will be widened for pedestrians and bicyclists using
those roads.

3. This project will not have any perceptible noise impact. Soundwalls are proposed to
abate existing noise levels that exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (67dBA).
Discussion of noise and soundwalls is in Volume I, Section 3.12 of the final
environmental document. Yes, relocations will be necessary. 

4. Blackie Road is unchanged in terms of its access to Route 101; there is no
interchange. The project will allow local traffic to cross over Route 101 between
Blackie Road and Reese Circle, but this structure does not include ramps.

There is no interchange at Espinosa Road. The project will allow local traffic to cross
under Route 101 between Espinosa and Russell Roads, but this structure does not include
ramps.

If the $265 million for the Prunedale Improvement Project were to be saved for a future
freeway, we would be neglecting to respond to urgent safety concerns for an indefinite
period of time, which is not acceptable. Timing for fully funding the freeway project is
very uncertain, and at present there is a transportation improvement need on the existing
facility that should not go unattended. Caltrans, the Transportation Agency for Monterey
County, and the County determined that the money available should not sit unused
waiting for the remaining freeway project funding to crystallize, but be used now to
respond to the current need.

The completion of the Route 101/156 and San Miguel interchange projects are too recent
for comparative accident statistics to be available. Accident statistics at the San
Miguel/Route 101 intersection for the three years preceding construction of the San
Miguel Canyon interchange were considerably higher than the state average for similar
facilities.
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Response: Alice Henault

Noise
See Figure 3-31 in the Noise section of the environmental document. Receptor 8
represents a location next to the proposed Pollock Lane extension where an existing noise
reading was taken. The noise reading indicated that this location experiences a peak noise
level of 63 decibels. The project will not lead to any noise impact at the location of
concern. With the project there will be a 1-decibel increase in noise, an increase that is
imperceptible to the human ear.  

The noise prediction model only indicates an increase by the year 2030 to 64 decibels, an
amount that is below the noise abatement criterion for residential uses (67 decibels) that
would warrant a soundwall. With Orchard Lane proposed as a dead end road, and the
new Pollock Road extension being mostly depressed in cut, a natural berm would be
created that should reduce any new visual and noise disturbance caused by the extension.
You are correct that with the installation of the concrete median barrier, Pesante Road
traffic headed southbound on Route 101 will likely use Pollock Lane and Cross Road to
reach the Blackie/Reese overcrossing. Northbound traffic will still be able to enter Route
101 at Pesante Road and also at Reese Circle.

Drainage
We agree that proper drainage is important. However, detailed drainage design will not
be available until the final design is complete. During that process, culverts or other
drainage structures would be designed to leave the existing drainage patterns unaltered,
and contain storm water run-off within the roadway right-of-way. Backwater depths and
flood elevations should remain the same. Due to downstream constraints, the new facility
will mimic the existing constraints.

California Fish and Game requires that Caltrans obtain a Section 1602 Streambed
Alteration Agreement to ensure that any construction activities in streambeds are
properly mitigated. Also, the Corps of Engineers requires a Section 404 permit for work
in jurisdictional Waters of the U. S. (includes wetlands and streams) and the California
Regional Water Quality Board Section 401 permit for water quality is applicable for
streams. 
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Traffic 
Traffic on Cross Road is currently 1,300 vehicles per day and is expected to increase to
2,700 vehicles per day by 20101, before the Prunedale Improvement Project is complete
in the Blackie Road/Route 101 area. Cross Road traffic would increase in 2030 to 4,000
vehicles per day. The Cross Road peak hour volume is projected to be 500 vehicles for
2030. These volumes are easily accommodated by a two-lane road and are consistent
with a road that is functionally classified as a collector. 

Cross Road, as well as the new connections with Orchard Lane and Pesante Road, would
be improved with added shoulders to accommodate the increased traffic and bicycles.
Caltrans analyzed the Cross Road and Pesante Road modifications as a design option and
determined that it would add more out-of-direction travel than the proposed
improvements. Early in the development of the project, the community and Caltrans
agreed that the risk of injury or even death every time a resident enters Route 101 from a
local road, especially making left-hand turns across the highway, is unacceptably high.
Safer access to Route 101 and the local east–west local road separation from Route 101,
not more convenient access, is the purpose of the Prunedale Improvement Project. 

Public Involvement
Caltrans has and will continue to use various means to maintain public involvement
during the development of this project. As we enter the final design phase, property
owners affected by the changes are welcome to provide input. We would also like to
make the transition as smooth as possible. The final design for the Prunedale
Improvement Project would incorporate all practical and feasible mitigation for the
impacts identified by the public.

                                               
1 The Metropolitan Planning Organization, the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments
(AMBAG) provided the 2020 regional traffic corridor forecasts for the Prunedale Improvement Project
(PIP). The PIP design year (2030) traffic corridor projections were estimated by adding a 2% annual traffic
growth rate to the 2020 AMBAG regional traffic forecasts.
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Response: Ray Adams

The Prunedale Improvement Project is designed to improve safety on the existing facility.
Unfortunately, the funding is not presently available to address congestion relief with
either a bypass or widening of the existing highway. If the $265 million for the Prunedale
Improvement Project were to be saved for a future freeway, we would be neglecting to
respond to urgent safety concerns for an indefinite period of time. 
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Response: Debbie Popma

Generally the acquisition process does not begin until the final design determines the
specific needs; for the Prunedale Improvement Project that should be in the spring of
2006. You may submit a hardship application, however, and, if the criteria are met, the
process can begin earlier. If you are just interested in being among the first property
owners contacted concerning acquisition contact Kristen Merriman (559) 243-8306 or
email Kristen_Merriman@dot.ca.gov.
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Response: Ken Ballard

Peak hour traffic on Route 101 between Pesante Road and Ralph Lane is projected to
increase from 4,850 vehicles in 2004 to 10,700 vehicles by 2030. It is not known how
many vehicles on Reese Circle, Country Meadows Road, and Harrison Road are traveling
to Salinas. Peak hour traffic on these roads, however, now ranges from 150 to 300
vehicles and is projected to increase to 350 to 1,600 vehicles by 2030.

There are proposed improvements to county roads as part of this project and they are
included in the cost of this project.
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Response: Jan Mitchell

The North County Area Plan 
The North County Area Plan (amended April 1997) does support the rerouting of Route
101 to bypass the community of Prunedale, and does state that other measures to improve
and upgrade the existing route shall be considered temporary and inadequate for solving
the traffic and safety problems on Route101. The Prunedale Improvement Project is not,
however, inconsistent with the Plan. The 2002 resolution passed by the Transportation
Agency of Monterey County states (in part) that the Transportation Agency of Monterey
County and Caltrans would take a phased approach to addressing transportation needs
along Route 101, constructing safety and traffic operational improvements first followed
by congestion and long-term relief improvements. The Prunedale Improvement Project
addresses the safety and traffic operational needs, but will not reduce congestion.
Therefore, your statement that this project will not be the end-all solution to traffic and
safety problems is correct and recognized as such.

Trees
Caltrans also values the cleaner air and shade that mature trees provide. We preserve
existing natural resources where possible and minimize and mitigate for changes where
needed. Yes, several skyline tall eucalyptus trees had to be removed to create the space
needed for the deceleration lanes. Unfortunately, there was not enough existing right-of-
way area remaining to plant new trees at that same location. However, 83 native shrubs
and vines were planted along the top of the new retaining wall, and 20 new native trees
and 80 shrubs were planted in the creek area paralleling Route 101 near Reese Circle.
Those trees and shrubs are now about three years old.

There will also be extensive landscaping done as part of the Prunedale Improvement
Project. During construction, multiple precautions are taken to protect plant and animal
species from harm but sometimes trees and shrubs must be removed. When feasible
Caltrans will mitigate for tree and shrub removal by: 

� Replacing them within the highway corridor with native and drought tolerant species,
and 

� Working with local conservation groups, such as the Elkhorn Slough Foundation, to
further preserve or restore native plant communities in the region. 

Although often perceived to reduce sound, vegetation does not significantly affect sound
levels. A 100-foot deep forest with dense understory planting would only reduce noise by
3 to 5 decibels and, therefore, it is not a very effective noise abatement tool.
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Emergency Vehicles
Caltrans has coordinated with the North County Fire Protection District of Monterey
County over the last several years and is continuing to do so. Yes, because of the required
out-of-direction travel, emergency service response times to some areas may be adversely
affected. We are working with them to address any concerns they may have. Please see
the response to North County Fire Protection District. 

Weekend Traffic
The traffic study for the Prunedale Improvement Project addresses only weekday peak
hour demands. The 2000 traffic study for the Prunedale Freeway Project, however, also
analyzed peak weekend demands. It is acknowledged that neither this project, nor the
existing Route 101 facility, accommodates the traffic demands. The purpose of this
project, however, is primarily to improve safety and not to increase capacity.
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Response: Phil Robertson

If you are referring to the intersection at San Juan Road and Route 101, it is outside the
limits of the Prunedale Improvement Project, but Caltrans is in the early planning stages
for development of an interchange there. Were Caltrans to close the opening at San Juan
Road now, traffic that would turn left at the opening would be forced to make even less
safe u-turns from another location without acceleration/deceleration or turn lanes. A
similar choice of greater safety would prevent installation of a signal. A signal would
create an unexpected stop on a state highway, traffic would experience significant delays
and the potential for high-speed rear-end collisions would increase substantially.
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Response: John, Annamarie, and Frank Tresch

New Proposal (1-3)
Your proposal, as we understand it, would do the following:

1. Leave Route 101 on its existing alignment and at-grade
2. Construct an overpass connecting Harrison and Espinosa roads for local traffic using

properties currently owned by Caltrans 
3. Move the new interchange closer to the proposed Rancho San Juan development, and
4. Construct a frontage road on the west side of 101 to serve properties north of

Espinosa Road

We assume, that your proposal would also:

5. Include the auxiliary lanes between Russell/Espinosa and the new interchange
6. Close direct access to Route 101 from Russell, Espinosa, and other at-grade access

through to the new interchange
7. Construct to current freeway standards, and
8. Locate the new interchange north and east of the proposed project within the

properties of Rancho San Juan

Unfortunately, even if Route 101 were to be widened on its existing alignment, additional
right-of-way would be required north of Russell/Espinosa to adequately space the
frontage road away from the highway traffic lanes, whether or not Route 101 was
elevated over the local road. Existing Caltrans property would still not provide sufficient
space to construct the facility. The auxiliary lanes proposed between Boronda Road and
the new interchange north of Russell/Espinosa Road are to accommodate traffic merging
or weaving on Route 101 between the two access points. This makes for a total of six
lanes, plus the need to provide access to private properties. This project proposes to
upgrade this segment of highway to “freeway” standards. If this project component
(upgrading to freeway) were to be postponed only to be incorporated into a future project,
it would cost taxpayers additional money to demolish and reconstruct portions of the
roadway, and businesses would be impacted twice.

Construction staging is an issue also. Placing a new, widened roadway offset from the
existing one makes it possible for the existing Route 101 to remain open while the new
facility is being constructed. Regardless of which side is used for widening (east or west),
businesses would be impacted. As mentioned in the preceding paragraphs, symmetrical
widening may take less property from either side of the highway, but would affect a
greater number of properties. Impacts to local area businesses and residences and to local
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traffic circulation/access were considered and a number of different design options were
also evaluated. 

Compensation will be made for any properties that are acquired in part or in total.
Businesses may be eligible for relocation assistance as described in the California
Department of Transportation publication, Your Rights and Benefits as a Displaced
Business, Farm or Nonprofit Organization Under the Uniform Relocation Assistance
Program.

Rancho San Juan (3)
The location of the new interchange is not to facilitate access to Rancho San Juan or any
other specific proposed development in the area. Various interchange placements and
configurations were evaluated early in the project development process and found to be
more costly and/or have greater impacts than the proposed design. On January 18, 2005,
Caltrans filed a lawsuit in the Superior Court in Monterey County regarding the
Monterey County Board of Supervisors approval of the Rancho San Juan Specific Plan
and the first phase of the Plan, the HYH Butterfly Village Development. Caltrans is
concerned about the validity of the traffic impact study used in the Environmental Impact
Report to assess the proposed Rancho San Juan’s potential impacts to the State Highway
System. Caltrans wants to ensure that growth within the County of Monterey is
accommodated in a manner that will not adversely impact existing Route 101. 

Congestion
Because it does not add capacity to Route 101, the Prunedale Improvement Project will
not relieve peak weekend or weekday congestion, nor is that its purpose. The Prunedale
Improvement Project is designed to improve safety, although with fewer at-grade access
points, and the addition of auxiliary lanes between Boronda Road and the new
interchange, traffic flow may be improved for awhile.

Overall, a wide variety of design options were evaluated for the alignment, ramp
movements, and grade separation. The build alternative design minimizes environmental
impacts and construction costs while maximizing the overall traffic operations for Route
101 and the local circulation system.

It is acknowledged that this project, as with the current Route 101 facility, is unable to
accommodate all traffic demands, and there will be times with delays and congestion.
However, the purpose of the Prunedale Improvement Project is primarily to improve
safety and not to increase capacity.
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Response: Paul and Rosa McCarroll

Your concerns about safety for residents attempting to enter Route 101 from at-grade
roads and drives are the primary purpose for the Prunedale Improvement Project. With
this project, residents of Oak Heights will now access Route 101 via Moro Road either
southbound at Tustin Road, or northbound from the interchange at San Miguel Canyon
Road. The designated emergency access road would not accommodate local traffic
without considerable improvement. These improvements would result in additional
impacts and are beyond the scope of this project.

Comment: Earl Ravid in email received July 7, 2005
106 Prunedale Improvement Project
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Response: Earl Ravid

1. Construction phasing for the Prunedale Improvement Project has not yet been
determined. Acquiring properties for the project will take 18 to 24 months, but the
process could begin with appraisers contacting owners as early as the spring of 2006.
Construction is anticipated to begin in the spring of 2009, but specific timing for the
different elements of the project will be determined during final design.

2. Yes, the current plan is subject to change and modifications may be necessary up
until the project is constructed. It is unlikely, however, that there would be any
significant change that would affect your property. 

3. The fair market value will be determined with an appraisal based on comparison with
similar properties on the market at the time. A Caltrans right-of-way agent will
explain the specifics of the process to property owners at the start of the acquisition
process.

4. Caltrans provides a moving expense allowance as part of the relocation services.
Details will be explained to the property owners at the start of the acquisition process. 

5. Caltrans relocation services also provide for property owners who meet the criteria to
move their tax base to the new property.

6. There are provisions for interest offsets for property owners relocated by public
agencies.
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Response: Bruce Lymburn

(Letter reference 012912.0001\748465.2)

Your provisional support for the Prunedale Improvement Project is noted.

1. Traffic
Section 3.6.3 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
indicates that the proposed operational improvements would have a positive impact on
the traffic operational characteristics of the Route 101 expressway and the connecting
local circulation system. This statement is based on the June 2004 Traffic Operational
Analysis, Supplemental Report, Prunedale Improvement Project, which indicates that in
2030 the Prunedale Improvement Project Route 101 ramps and connecting local street
intersections would have a peak Level of Service (LOS) of D or better for 21 of 23
locations.

The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment for the Prunedale
Improvement Project (text on pages 11-13, Figures 2-1 and 2-10) describes and depicts
the project improvements, including the new local roads and extensions. Proposed access
closures and consolidation create local out-of-direction travel for many local properties.
Early in the development of this project, however, the community and Caltrans agreed
that the risk of injury or even death every time a resident enters or exits Route 101 from a
local road, especially making left-hand turns across the highway, is unacceptably high.
Safer access to Route 101, not faster or more convenient access, is the purpose of the
Prunedale Improvement Project. The funding for the Prunedale Improvement Project is
limited and the project scope is outlined in the Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Assessment.

2. Traffic Projections
The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment for the Prunedale
Improvement Project summarizes the analysis of future (2030) traffic projections for
many of the local roads impacted by the project. The details of this analysis are provided
in the June 2004 Prunedale Freeway Traffic Operational Analysis, Supplemental Report,
Prunedale Improvement Project. The Metropolitan Planning Organization, the
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) provided the 2020 regional
traffic corridor forecasts for the Prunedale Improvement Project Supplemental Traffic
Report. The Prunedale Improvement Project design year (2030) traffic corridor 
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projections were estimated by adding a two-percent annual traffic growth rate to the 2020
AMBAG regional traffic forecasts.

3. Access
All at-grade access to Route 101 has not been eliminated (67 consolidated to 3 as stated
in your comment); rather the number has been reduced and those remaining will only
allow right turns to and from the highway. The consolidation would increase traffic on
some local roads. Caltrans would provide improvements on some local roads, however,
and anticipates it would be well within the capacity of those roads to accommodate the
increase.

4. Land Use
The Prunedale Improvement Project focuses on improving existing Route 101 and local
street traffic conflicts by separating local and regional traffic and using existing local
street connections.

5. New Interchange
The option was considered, but because of limited project resources and recognition that
west access to Espinosa Road could be provided by Harrison Road with fewer
environmental impacts, it was removed.

6. New Interchange Connection
The Prunedale Improvement Project does not preclude a west side connection at the new
interchange north of the Route 101/Espinosa Road intersection. A west side connection at
the new interchange was not included in the Prunedale Improvement Project due to
limited project resources. This proposed interchange, along with its connection to
existing Harrison Road, minimizes environmental impacts while addressing the regional
and local traffic operational deficiencies at the existing Espinosa/Route 101 at-grade
intersection.

7. Construction
A Traffic Management Plan will be developed during the final design stage that begins in
January 2006. During final design Caltrans will determine the details of detours, access
from Route 101 to connecting local roads, public information outreach, and other
techniques to minimize traffic disruption and plan for property access during
construction. Community input is encouraged.

8. Schedule 
The anticipated 2009/2012 construction timetable is based on the factors you described in
your comments. Currently funding is available for the Prunedale Improvement Project,
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but, again, circumstances can change. There are essentially four major pieces to the
development process for this project:

� The Preliminary Design and Environmental Document  phase is complete once the
Project Report is approved.

� The Project Specifications and Estimates phase, which includes final design, follows
the Preliminary Design and Environmental Document.

� Right-of-way acquisition begins during Project Specifications and Estimates and is
expected to be complete by January 2009.

� Ready to List  begins when the Project Specifications and Estimates package is put
out to bid and the construction contract/s is awarded.

� Construction completes the process. The traffic measures used during construction
would be included in the Traffic Management Plan that is completed during final
design.

 (Letter reference 012912.0001\748465.2)

1. Land Use (future design changes)
Preliminary engineering indicates that Caltrans may be acquiring a construction easement
from the Jarvis Trust properties (Parcel Numbers 253-012-065 and 253-012-066) on the
east side of Route 101 to build retaining walls and soundwalls within the Caltrans right-
of-way. The construction easement would be needed on these properties should these
features be retained in the final design. Final design engineering would determine the
actual boundaries of the construction easements. 

2. Land Use (acquisition and easements required)
Preliminary engineering indicates that Caltrans may be acquiring property from the Jarvis
Trust (Parcel Number 253-012-053) on the west side of Route 101 to accommodate fill
slope and build drainage facilities. Acquisition of portions of this property would be
needed should these features be retained in the final design. Final design engineering
would determine the actual boundaries of the drainage facilities and proposed purchase. 

3. Land Use (future development plans)
The Prunedale Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Assessment cannot predict development plan potential for the Jarvis Trust properties, but
does consider the environmental effects of the Prunedale Improvement Project on the
properties. Once maps are available to indicate specifically the portion of the properties
required for the project, as well as points of access that would be available, a Caltrans
right-of-way agent will meet with representative of the Jarvis Trust to inspect the
property. The appraiser will analyze the property and examine all features that contribute
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to its value. Information about the property, including present use, improvements, zoning,
etc. should be given to the appraiser to ensure that a fair value is assigned to the property.
Caltrans goal is that the property owners not suffer a financial loss as a result of a
purchase of portions of the Jarvis Trust properties. Every effort would be made to
measure any damage to the remainder of a property and compensate for the damages that
cannot be reasonably mitigated.

4. Land Use (impacts to wells)
A wide variety of design options were evaluated for the Prunedale Improvement Project’s
proposed new interchange north of the existing at-grade intersection at Espinosa and
Route 101. The build alternative design as a whole, including the new interchange,
minimizes environmental impacts and construction costs while maximizing the overall
traffic operations for Route 101 and the local circulation system. The new interchange
location is consistent with the Salinas General Plan and the Monterey County General
Plan. The Prunedale Improvement Project does not impact the water wells that are
described. 

5. Hydrology 
a. Caltrans’ policy is to contain all storm water generated by increased project

impervious surfaces within Caltrans right-of-way. Additional storm water can be
stored in the side ditches, medians, etc. The proposed improvements in the Santa Rita
Creek watershed adds an impervious area that amounts to less than 0.1 percent of the
total watershed area. The increase in peak runoff discharge would be insignificant.
We are currently studying the use of detention basins and drainage swales to reduce
peak storm water flow rates. Final design will determine the actual storm water
storage areas and the project’s responsibility for any improvements to Little Bear
Creek.

b. As you have indicated, the Rancho San Juan development is subject to considerable
uncertainty. The Prunedale Improvement Project traffic studies assumed the Rancho
San Juan project would be developed as proposed. The Prunedale Improvement
Project would not contribute to cumulative impacts to Little Bear Creek, Santa Rita
Creek, or the delicate earthen waterways mentioned in your comment. 

 Northern Salinas Valley Mosquito Abatement District is responsible for inspection and
mosquito control in the Prunedale and Salinas areas. Caltrans designs storm water and
storage basins for inspection and maintenance access and to standards that minimize time
during which shallow water is allowed to remain. 
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6. Visual Aesthetics 
The Prunedale Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Assessment provided a detailed visual simulation of a proposed soundwall near White
Road. While the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment did not
specifically simulate post-project views at the Jarvis Trust properties, the text indicates
that mitigation treatments are available to minimize visual and aesthetic impacts of
soundwalls. 
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Response: William G. Theyskens, R.G., C.E.G., C.Hg.

Section 3.9, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff
Water trucks will be used during construction, as Caltrans is required by air and water
quality regulations to control dust and stabilize embankments. The source and amount of
water used will be identified by the contractor, who must, in turn, meet any requirements
for its use. The contractor must use approved water sources for which an impact analysis
would be conducted. Water truck operation is considered and accounted for in the
environmental document under the general heading of construction noise. The traffic
related aspects of the water truck operation will require short-term lane closures during
construction.

We are aware overdrafting of groundwater in the Prunedale area is an issue of concern.
Prunedale Basin and the East Side Area of the Salinas Valley Basin have experienced
overdraft of groundwater causing gradual declines in groundwater surface levels.
Monterey County currently does not allow wells into the upper water-bearing zones due
to the existing nitrate concentration, for which septic systems in the area are the prime
contributors. 

Water will be needed for dust control during construction, for the first two to three years
after construction for establishment of the native revegetation planting and erosion
control, and also in years of low rainfall to maintain these trees and shrubs. Water will be
needed for the on-going maintenance of some ornamental landscaping. It is likely that
new wells would be dug at the three interchanges to fulfill that need.

Permits for new irrigation wells would be obtained from Monterey County for
authorization of the well placement, depth, and flow rates, at which time these specifics
will be finalized. During the permit process, the construction methods will be determined
with Monterey County permitting staff and the proximity of adjacent domestic wells will
be taken into consideration to minimize any affect the new wells could have on private
supplies. Automatic control measures will be in place to conserve irrigation water, i.e.
irrigating at night and automatic shut-off during rainy periods, high soil moisture or
system breaks. 

Domestic wells and leach fields will be decommissioned before construction of this
project. It is anticipated that the water demands of the project will not exceed that of the
decommissioned wells. Decommissioning leach fields could potentially reduce the nitrate
contribution into the upper aquifer and the project will also create several storm water
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infiltration ponds that will help contribute to groundwater recharge (please refer to
modifications in Section 3.9 of the final environmental document). 

Soil testing will be conducted with a final geo-technical report that will address soil
stability. Caltrans best management practices and other contract provisions ensure
temporary and permanent slope erosion will be controlled and existing drainage patterns
of the area will be maintained.

The Caltrans National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit requires an
effective combination of water pollution prevention and best management practices to be
implemented during construction. A storm water pollution prevention plan  will be
developed by the contractor and continually monitored and modified to meet the
changing conditions of the site during construction to prevent the discharge of both
visible and nonvisible pollutants from the site during construction of the project.
Members of the project development team are fully aware of the geologic formations
present in the Prunedale area and have experience in stabilizing the problematic soils of
the area. 

The Prunedale Freeway Project
As Gregg Albright, Caltrans Director of District 5, and Bill Reichmuth, Executive
Director of the Transportation Agency for Monterey County, stated during the Public
Hearing, the Prunedale Improvement Project is intended to be the first stage of major
work on Route 101 in the Prunedale area. It addresses most safety concerns but does not
increase capacity. The Prunedale Freeway Project is the next phase and it will increase
capacity. The Prunedale Improvement Project does not preclude any future alternative
alignment for the Prunedale Freeway, and specifically includes features that were
contained in that project’s Alternative 2 and Alternative 4 East.

The Monterey 156 West Corridor Project
The Monterey 156 project, as stated, is a separate project with a different purpose, needs,
resources, and impacts. It is still in the early stages of design and will be brought out for
public review early next year. At that time your input will be both welcome and useful to
the further development of the project.
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Response: Madeline Clark

Tustin Road Overpass
An overpass at Tustin Road was proposed as part of the Prunedale Freeway Project. This
project has a different purpose: to improve safety. The project team evaluated the Tustin
Road overpass and found it provided little safety improvement in relation to its cost.

Development East of Route 101
The Prunedale Improvement Project is designed to improve safety and not to increase
capacity for existing or future traffic demand. Through the environmental process
developers evaluate the impact their projects would have on the existing transportation
system and must mitigate in some form for those impacts. Caltrans bases the decision to
develop a capacity-increasing project on both existing capacity, existing demand, and on
future planned development that is reported through the General Plan process. 

Messick Road Traffic
Limiting highway access where possible and eliminating left turns across the highway
reduces both the number of accidents and the severity of them. It also introduces some
out-of-direction travel. Messick Road access to and from Route 101 after the Prunedale
Improvement Project is completed would be as follows:

� From Messick Road to northbound Route 101 and from northbound Route 101 to
Messick Road access would be unchanged. 

� From Messick Road to southbound Route 101 would require traveling north 2 miles
on Route 101 to the Crazy Horse Canyon Road interchange, crossing east over the
highway, and returning two miles southbound past Messick Road to your destination
(approximately four miles of out-of-direction travel). 

� From southbound Route 101 to Messick Road would require exiting at the San
Miguel Canyon Road interchange, turning left and east over the highway, looping
back, and returning north to Messick Road (less than one mile of out-of-direction
travel). 

Response: Doug Kasunich

Thank you for your support of this safety project.

Caltrans does recognize the inadequate weaving distances in the Berta Canyon Road
location, and the need for further access consolidation and additional lanes on Route 101.
If Berta Canyon were to be closed, however, then traffic would access Route 101 via
Vierra Canyon Road, which would also have operational and capacity impacts. When
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funding becomes available, concerns such as these can be made part of a future
congestion relief project. 

Caltrans does not control mail boxes and school bus stop locations along the highway.
We understand your concerns about safety and suggest you bring this to the attention of
the school district and/or the postal service.

Response: Ray Schmitt

Addressed in preceding comment and response section: Private Individuals.

Response: Richard Moeller

Addressed in preceding comment and response section: Private Individuals.

Response: Annemarie Tresch

Addressed in preceding comment and response section: Private Individuals.

Response: Bill Theyskens

Addressed in preceding comment and response section: Private Individuals.

Response: Jan Mitchell

Addressed in preceding comment and response section: Private Individuals.

Response: Dennis Miller

Thank you for your support of closing access to Route 101 at Orchard Lane and
Russell/Espinosa.

Pesante/Orchard/Cross Area Traffic
Traffic on Cross Road is currently 1,300 vehicles per day. This is expected to increase to
2,700 vehicles daily by 2010 and 4,000 vehicles by 2030. The peak hour volume is
projected to be 500 vehicles in 2030. These volumes are easily accommodated by a two-
lane road and are consistent with a road that is functionally classified as a collector. Cross
Road will be improved by adding paved shoulders for better traffic operations and to
accommodate bicycle traffic.
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Aesthetic Treatment
Caltrans proposes to texture all soundwalls, retaining walls, and road/bridge structures
with the simulated fieldstone texture, which was developed specifically to create a
unified aesthetic theme in the Prunedale community. Vines and shrubs will be planted on
and in front of walls in most areas where possible. The texture has already been
incorporated in the retaining wall on Route 101 between Reese Circle and Pesante Road;
and on the new structures at the Route 101/156 interchange.

Out of Direction Travel North County Fire Protection District
Caltrans is working with the North County Fire Protection District to address their
concerns about out-of-direction travel. 

Webpage 
This document, and the final environmental document, are posted on the website,
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/prunedale/index.htm

Construction Schedule
It seems like a long time, but much work still remains before it is possible to have this
project ready for bid and to begin construction.

In broad sequential terms, the project must complete:

� Final approval under federal and state environmental laws
� Final design during which details of hydraulics/roadway drainage, geo-technical

drilling to confirm soil composition, bridge and retaining wall structures design, and
other specifics are determined

� Legal agreements with local, state, and federal agencies
� Negotiated purchase of private properties 

If the schedule can be accelerated, then it definitely will be.

Response: Elaine Richelieu

Addressed in preceding comment and response section: Private Individuals.

Response: Robin Lee

Addressed in preceding comment and response section: Private Individuals.
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Response: Julie Engell

As Bill Reichmuth, Executive Director of the Transportation Agency for Monterey
County, stated during the Public Hearing, the Prunedale Freeway Project is still a priority
for the agency.

Response: Gail (inaudible)

Caltrans and the community appreciate the work you and the 101 Bypass committee have
been doing for so long.

Response: Kevin Herring

Addressed in preceding comment and response section: Private Individuals.

Response: Annemarie Tresch

Addressed in preceding comment and response section: Private Individuals.

Response: Ellen Henault

Addressed in preceding comment and response section: Private Individuals.

Response: Cheryl Matter

As stated by Ron Lundquist, Monterey County Interim Public Works Director during the
Public Hearing, there are no plans to change speed limits on San Miguel Canyon Road at
this time. If you wish to make a formal suggestion to Monterey County Public Works,
you are welcome to do so. 

Response: Debbie Bumgarner

Approximately half of the vehicles on Route 101 in this corridor are local traffic. As
stated by Bill Reichmuth, Executive Director of the Transportation Agency for Monterey
County during the Public Hearing, there is a 14-year plan to enable Monterey County to
become a self-help county and potentially incorporate revenues from the hospitality and
agricultural industries. 
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Response: Brett Melone

Thank you for your support. 

Several years ago Caltrans was asked not to open traffic on Oak Heights Drive (a private
road) to the general public. Consistent with that position of maintaining privacy, while
also fulfilling emergency services needs, Caltrans’ staff designed a new, gated access
road connecting Shady Drive and Oak Heights Drive with Echo Valley Road available
for emergency purposes and personnel only. To make this road available to residential
traffic, as you suggest, would require another residential relocation and additional
impacts to other residents, and the roadway would serve only a limited number of people
on Shady and Oak Heights drives. The additional impact and cost would not constitute
the greatest public good with the least private injury and would, therefore, not be
justified. 

Yes, out-of-direction travel would be required for travelers leaving the Oak Heights area
to go northbound on Route 101. Southbound traffic would drive on Moro to Tustin Road
(approximately 1 mile) and access Route 101 without out-of-direction travel. If headed
northbound on Route 101, travelers would drive south on Moro Road to San Miguel
Canyon interchange to enter northbound Route 101, or use Tustin to enter southbound
traffic on Route 101 and exit at the San Miguel Canyon interchange to reverse direction.
This would be approximately four miles of out-of-direction travel—two miles to access
San Miguel via Moro and two miles back north on Route 101 to reach the point of origin.

Response: (inaudible)

Thank you for your encouraging words. It is correct to say the community has a great
deal of information to contribute to the project development process.

Response: Steve Crawford

Just east of your parcel (113-092-009), existing Route 101 would be replaced by a
frontage road that will begin at the southern end at Espinosa Road and extend to a cul-de-
sac just north of your parcel. Between this frontage road and the re-aligned Route 101,
there is a soundwall proposed that would primarily act as noise abatement for the mobile
homes south of your parcel. Route 101 will be elevated at this location and it is likely
northbound traffic will be unable to view your parcel. Southbound travelers may be able
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to view your parcel/business below. A map is included in the final environmental
document, although the soundwall limits are not indicated on this map.

After project approval, noise barrier information will be mailed out to potentially affected
property owners for further input and consideration. 

Response: Jan Mitchell

Addressed in preceding comment and response section: Private Individuals.

Response: Amber Aroner

Several years ago Caltrans was asked not to open traffic on Oak Heights Drive (a private
road) to the general public. Consistent with that position of maintaining privacy, while
also fulfilling emergency services needs, Caltrans’ staff designed a new, gated access
road connecting Shady Drive and Oak Heights Drive with Echo Valley Road available
for emergency purposes and personnel only. To make this road available to residential
traffic, as you suggest, would require at least one more residential relocation and
additional impacts to other residents. The roadway would serve only a limited number of
people on Shady and Oak Heights drives. The additional impact and cost would not
constitute the greatest public good with the least private injury and would, therefore, not
be justified. 

Yes, out-of-direction travel would be required for travelers leaving the Oak Heights area
to go northbound on Route 101. Southbound traffic would drive on Moro to Tustin Road
(approximately 1 mile) and access Route 101 without out-of-direction travel. If headed
northbound on Route 101, travelers would drive south on Moro Road to San Miguel
Canyon interchange to enter northbound Route 101, or use Tustin to enter southbound
traffic on Route 101 and exit at the San Miguel Canyon interchange to reverse direction.
This would be approximately 4 miles of out-of-direction travel—2 miles to access San
Miguel via Moro and 2 miles back north on Route 101 to reach the point of origin.


